July 16, 2004

Chairman Michas]l K. Powsl)

Federal Communications Comimission,
445 12th Street, S.W.

Waghington, DC 20554

Re: 'WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T am writing'to add my voice to the growing number of groups and mdmduals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current nijes on calls p}aced with a pre-paid
calling card. If they suceeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramnhcally higher
rates - for consumers who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, I imoplore
you o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those oalls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free:number, along with his.or ber PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is contected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
djals the telephone yumber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both cills are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebrasks and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so-they can levy exorbitant in-
gtate access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the B¢ll companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC. in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this.manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

Ay

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michae! K. Powsll

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket'No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

] am writing to add my voice to the growing numiber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls plased with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want 1o target those calls in which. a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, slong with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as copumon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and ope from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges becanse there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no rélationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are orily a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, vailk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

-phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
COTPOrations.

! am aware that the Jong distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. :

TG a

ces:  CommissionelKathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comymissioner Kevin J. Martin

Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator

Senator



-Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michasl K. Powsl]

Federal Communications Commrssmn
445 12th Steet, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC DocketNo, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of proups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules or calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, drawatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I 1mplore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell coxmpanies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials atoll-free. number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — Jet’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Baoth calls are subject to interstate sccess charges because there is a c2ll to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as 2 Single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
gtate access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsosver to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers dop’t need higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that se]l pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in. with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. Jiis

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Smcerely,

( f;:ux, Lk LrL-K
}\ usa

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael . Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael K, Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12thi Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC DocketNo. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice 1o the growing numiber of groups and 1nd1v1duals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell'telephone campanies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with 2 pre-paid
calling card. Ifthey succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many ¢ases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind ratber than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target thoge calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a tol)-free numiber, along with his or ber PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “piatform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nébraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.

Both calls are subjest to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the Jong distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in-with the FCC in.an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

| |
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ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Coromissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan §. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michazl K. Powell

Federdl Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket'No.-(03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

T am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuais opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone campanies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
disls a toll-free number, along with his.or her PIN. The caller, who may be m Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebrasks. From this
“platform,” he or she hears & message about a company, 1 non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone. in Virginia, Current rules, as weil as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginta.

Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is 2 call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies® actual
costs, which are only 2 fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already riging for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls too. especially when these higher rates represent a biatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

] am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers® interests in this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on tbe side of consumers and show the Beli companies the door
on this 1ssue.

Sincerely, =

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Mjchael . Copps
Commissioner Kevin }, Martin

Commissioner Jonathan 5. Adelsteln
Senator

Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell
" Federal Communications Comrmission
445 124h Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Dockst No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growmg mrriber of groups and mdmduals opposed to efforts
by the local Belltélephone c.ompa.mes to circumnvent current rules on calls placed with & pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cages, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your wotk on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings 6f the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses 2 pre-paid calling card and
dials atoll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state — let’s say i Nebraska. From this
“platform,” be or she hears a message about a company, ron-profit or person. The calier then

 dials the telephone number of someone in Virgittia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges becanse there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they cap levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consurners.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products, Consumers don’t need higher prices for

-phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a biatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, It is

now time for tmmgh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this isgue.

Ces!

Commjibsioner Michae! 1. Copps
Comissioner Kevin J. Martin
Corhmissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator



Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powel

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington; DC 20454

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growmg number of groups and mdlvnduals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circurovent current rules on ealls placed with 2 pre-paid
calling card. If they suceeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I mmplore
vou to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those ealls in which a caller uses a.pre<paid calling card and
disls & toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virgima, for
examnple, is-connected to a “platform™ in another state -~ Jet’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current riles, a3 well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject 1o interstate aceess charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate cafl to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can lévy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell commpanies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a bilatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in.an effort to protect their customers® interests. in this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell
Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy

. Commissioner Kevin Mattin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chaimman Powell and Commissioners:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If
you move o increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

- Astan-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have wsed them, and this number
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they capnot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phope companies insist upop before getting a phone.
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected™ as they

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we
all have,

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impoese new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards. '

- Sincerely.
o 2=/

ces: Senator
Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell
Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathieen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners:

The FCC should net impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards, If
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minotity or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their commumnities.

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used them, and this number
is growing. Moreaver, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should pot now be faced with:
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many Jow-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies ingist upon before gstting a phone.
- With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected” as they

Jook for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we
all have,

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply te prepaid calling caxds.

Sipcerely,

/2, ‘
H ﬂ-ﬂ-y ‘ﬂhp(

ces:  Senator
Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell
Commigsioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy

. Commissioner. Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S, W.
Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell and Commissioners:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used thern, 20d this number
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the ntmeost impcrtance 10
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With othcr goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well, In particnlar, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they carmot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phone comparies insist upon before getting a phone.
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They cati use these cards to stay “connected™ as they

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we
all have,

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these
cards. Sorne of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards.

Sincerely,

ccs: - Senator N I p ~
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July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell
Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmen Powell and Comumissioners:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If
you move 10 increase the cost of these cands, you will simply drive up the cost for
minerity or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

Asian-Americans, including Chinese- Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used therm, and this number
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and rejatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or

befty deposit requirements that Jocal phone companies insist upon before getting a phone,

With prepaid cards, consumers can, make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected” as they

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we
all have.

I simply find it uniraginable that the FCC would iropose new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC shounld stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards.

Sincerely,
/"f;’?fr ".‘//i _._7_/:‘1
ces:  Senator VO AT N = /6"’7’f

Senator



Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michae! Powell
Commissioner Michael Copps
Comumissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
‘Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairtman Powell and Commissioners:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upop. prepaid calling cards. If
you move 10 increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minerity or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

- Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used them, and this number
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance to
Jow- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before petting a phone.
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected™ as they

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other datly appointments that we
all have.

[ simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards.

Sincerely,

7 Z/ - ( [{
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¢cs:  Senator I
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Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell
-Comumaissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell and Commmisstoners:

The FCC sbould not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If
you move t0 increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

Asian-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have used them, and this gumber
is growing. Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utrnost inaportance 1o
low- and fixed-income consumers, since they offer an easy, economical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before getting a phone,
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
family members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected” as thev

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule mauny of the other daily appointments that we
all have.

I simply find it unimnaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest
recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards.

Sincerely, TN
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Yuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michae] Powell
Cormmissioner Michae] Copps
Comuuissioner Kathleen Abemathy
. Commissioner Kevin Martin
. Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W,
Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell and Corpmissioners:

The FCC should mot impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If
you move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for
minority or disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities,

Asiap-Americans, including Chinese-Americans, are among the fastest adopters of pre-
paid cards. Ten percent of Asian-American households have nsed them, and this number
is growing, Moreover, the affordability of pre-paid cards is of the utmost importance o
low- and fixed-income consumets, since they offer an easy, cconomical way to stay in
touch with friends and relatives across the country.

With other goods like gas and milk rising these days, we should not now be faced with
rising telephone costs as well. In particular, many low-income households who are on
fixed incomes depend upon prepaid service because they cannot meet the credit rating or
hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before getting a phone.
With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones of
farnily members and neighbors. They can use these cards to stay “connected™ as they

look for jobs, hunt for housing, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we
all have,

I simeply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these
cards. Some of the nation’s largest local telephone companies would be the biggest

recipients of such charges. The FCC should stand up for consumers and make sure
that these charges will not apply to prepaid calling cards.

Slncere]y R%\
ces: Senator
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July 16, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powe]]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC DocketNo, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powel}l:

T am writing to. add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell télephone companies to circumvent current rulas on calls placed with & pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higber rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consurners who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those cills in which a catlér uees a pre-paid calling card and,
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginda, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say m Nebraska, From this
“platform.” he or she hears 2 message about 8 company, ton-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebragka and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebragka and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone cdlls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companjes and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed.inwith the FCC in.an-effort.to protect their customers’ interests.in this manner. It:is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, ZM ,«(.L,.,_} Mzm

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 16, 2004

Chairman Michae! K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S, W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC DocketNo. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and indjviduals opposed to efforts
by the local Béll telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. Ifthey succeed, it will result in higher rates — in meny cases, dramatioally higher
rates — for consumers-who place the calls. As you approach your woik op this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs-of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to g “platforns™ in ancther state -- let’s say in Neébraska. From this

“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well a5 common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Bath calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a- call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virpinia.

But the Beil companjes want to treat this as a single in-stdte call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies® actual
costs, which are only 2 fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with:the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ inferests. in.this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the: side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

Sincerely, | / 7. -
_..4_4,, L/ /( //ﬁ /. ci’ 1/7;/441%

s j
ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abkfnathy
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan 8. Adelstein
Senator
Senatar



Tuly 16, 2004

Chairman Michae] K. Powell

Federal Communications Comrntssion
445 12¢h Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[ am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and andividuals opposed 1o efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rujes on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. Jf they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
vou to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the plesdings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre<paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person, The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginis. Current rules, as wéll as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calis are subject to interstate access charges besause there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Be]] companijes want to treat this as a single in-state call so.they can ]évy exorbitant in-
state accegs charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’tneed higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that gell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in-with.the FCC. in.an-effort fo pratect their customers’ interegts. in this mannet. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

-Sincersly, }r\@/‘,@ @\

ccs:  Commissioner Kathjeen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 18, 2004

David Dawson
439 Buckingham Drive
Indianapolis, IN 46208

Chairman Michael Powell
Federal Communications Commission

Dear Mr. Powell:

As the father of college students, | have relied on pre-paid calling cards as a
convenient way to keep in contact with my children while controlling expenses. i
have found for my long-distance calling needs, pre-paid calling cards are best.
Portability, universal acceptance and predictability make them a great product.

Now | am told that the world of prepaid cards may turn upside down, just
because the monopoly telephone companies, such as SBC here in Indiana, want
to make even more money. As | understand it, these companies want the FCC to
redefine calling-card calls sc they become more expensive. No better service, no
new features. Just more money.

Why reciassifying pre-paid calls as instate helps the consumers eludes me. And
how SBC knows I'm calling instate is a mystery. Everybody knows by now that
an instate call and an interstate call are identical to the phone company. They
should be to the consumer as well.

| like to talk to my children at college and {'d like for them to be able to continue
using a convenient and inexpensive method of calling. Don’t take it away. And for
heaven's sake, don't do it just so that SBC can make even more maoney.

Thanks for your consideration.

Sincerely,

David Dawson
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Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell ‘
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell,

T am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepm'd.call_ing card
services,

Minorities, low-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
~ 10 make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers ljteraily
risk beiog disconnected if the prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are

indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and
wireless telephone services,

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local telephone

companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can Jeast afford to
bear it. _— -

Adding access charges to be paid to Jocal telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services. Please stop any effort to raise rates on American consumers and decide that
these services are not subject fo the exorbitant new access charges and other fees,

Ttz Droonyes) MusMbiie

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson



07/19/2004 14:45 FAX

I — —_— S doo2

July 7, 2004

Chatcman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S'W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price inecrease for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes

below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money. :

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
‘meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companics insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for bouses, or schedule many of the other daily appointinents that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC shonld stand up for consumey interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority. '

Sincerely,

-, -
Wu/) -w%w & ) / AR
Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissicner Kathleen Abernathy
Comimissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator

Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce

new charges and fees upon services uporn which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide.

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state™ access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those
establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe to focal

telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates. '

Students, immigrants, senfor citizens, apd others face similar challenges.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access 10 telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can least afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, lacal
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

laok out for consumers and refuse 10 impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

) ;@(.& % M S5

ces:  Commissionet Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson

dool p05
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FGC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. Ifyoﬁ
rmove 1o increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consureers money,

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should

not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones .
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for

jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charpges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keepmg
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Commmunications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell,

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid'calling card
Services.

Minorities, low-income families, senjor citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs, Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
— to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable housing, meke a doctor’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there are no hidden fees or charges In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are

indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and
wireless telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local telephone

companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can least afford to
bear it.

Adding access charges to be paid to local telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities gain
from these services. Please stop any effort to raise rates an American consumers and decide that
these services are not subject to the exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

/i W 7/%(/% |

ccs:  Commysionér Michael Copps
Commifsioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commisgioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson

@o03,005
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W,

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powel_l:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecomimunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce

new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos apd other consumers nationwide,

T understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those
establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe to Jocal
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates.
Students, immigrants, senior citizens, and others face similar challenges. .

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consumers.
could, guite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can least afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, local
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

look out for consumers and refuse 10 impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services. '

T dablpe (A7

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commission¢r Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congréssperson

[d1o04/005



07/19/2004 14:44 FAX

Tuly 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell,

] am writing 10 ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

Minorities, low-income familjes, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and military
families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these consumers do not
have a credit history, bank accounts, or the means to pay a large deposit for local telephone
service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option they have to stay connected
— to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or
stay in touch with family and friends. These cards offer convenience and predictable cost, as
there zre no hidden fees or charges. In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally
risk being disconnected if the prices of these cards increase, Prepaid calling cards are

indispensable to consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and
wireless telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “jn-state”™ access charges
and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local telephone

companjes while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can Jeast afford to
bear it.

Adding access charges to be paid to local telephone companies will substantially increase the per
minute charges on pre-paid calls, jeopardizing the benefits Latino and other communities pain
from these services. Please stop any effort to raise rates on American consumers and decide that
these services are not subject to the exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson

@oo5/005



